
Before t h e  Board of  Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- March 23, 1966 

Appeal N o .  8642 George E. Woodin, a p p e l l a n t .  

The Zoning Adminis t ra tor  o f  t h e  Dis t r ic t  of  Columbia, appe l l ee .  

On motion du ly  made, seconded and unanimously c a r r i e d ,  
t h e  fo l lowing  Order was e n t e r e d  a t  t h e  meetings of  t h e  Board on 
March 30 and A p r i l  27, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- June 8 ,  1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appea l  f o r  a va r i ance  from t h e  u s e  p rov i s ions  of  
t h e  R-2 Dis t r ic t  t o  permi t  s t o r a g e  of new cars a t  911 Tuckerman 
S t r e e t ,  NW., l o t  811, square  2975, be  den ied  and t h a t  t h e  p e t i t i o n  
f o r  a r ehea r ing  a l s o  be denied.  

A s  a r e s u l t  o f  an  i n s p e c t i o n  of t h e  p rope r ty  and from t h e  
r eco rd  and t h e  evidence adduced a t  the p u b l i c  hea r ing ,  t h e  Board 
f i n d s  t h e  fo l lowing  f a c t s :  

(1) An exterior i n s p e c t i o n  of  t h e  p rope r ty  was made on 
March 21, 1966. 

(2) The p rope r ty  comprises a l a r g e  l o t  improved wi th  a 
l a r g e  frame dwel l ing  house i n  poor cond i t i on ,  a sma l l  shed,  and 
a bungalow. 

(3) Appe l l an t ' s  l o t  i s  l o c a t e d  i n  an R-2 Distr ict .  

(4 )  The l o t  h a s  a s l i g h t l y  i r r e g u l a r  shape,  w i t h  a n o r t h  
l o t  l i n e  of 90.47 f e e t ,  an east l i n e  o f  216.95 f e e t ,  a w e s t  l o t  
l i n e  of  157.93 f e e t  and a s o u t h  l i n e  of  64.90 f e e t .  The l o t  
c o n t a i n s  approximately 11,375 square  f e e t  of  land.  

(5)  The p rope r ty  a b u t s  a r o w  of  s ing le - fami ly  detached homes 
on t h e  w e s t  s i d e  of 9 t h  S t r e e t .  

(6 )  Within a block of t h e  p rope r ty ,  on t h e  east s i d e  of 
Georgia Avenue, the zoning i s  C-2. 

(7 )  Appel lan t  proposes t o  lease t h e  l and  to a n  automobile 
d e a l e r  f o r  t h e  s t o r a g e  of new and used automobiles.  



(8) Appel lant  c la ims t h a t  t h e  dwel l ing house would r e q u i r e  
an  expendi ture  of  a t  least $3,750.00 t o  p u t  it i n  good condi t ion .  
Such an investment would t a k e  n e a r l y  t h r e e  years  to recover by way 
of  r e n t a l .  

(9) The house i s  now occupied by t e n a n t s .  

( 10 )  I n  t h e  r e q u e s t  f o r  a rehear ing ,  a p p e l l a n t  s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e  proper ty  could no longer  be  used f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  purposes 
and t h e  proposed use  would c o n s t i t u t e  an asset t o  t h e  neighborhood. 

(11) Neighbors, Inc . ,  opposed t h e  g r a n t i n g  of this appeal .  
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  several r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  area r e g i s t e r e d  oppos i t ion .  
The r eco rd  con ta ins  p e t i t i o n s  showing t h e  s i g n a t u r e s  o f  76 persons 
i n  t h e  neighborhood who oppose g r a n t i n g  of t h e  appea l  and f o u r  
letters from persons l i v i n g  i n  t h e  6400 block of 9 t h  S t r e e t ,  which 
a b u t s  t h e  s u b j e c t  p rope r ty ,  o b j e c t i n g  t o  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of t h i s  
appeal .  

OPINION : 

W e  a r e  o f  t h e  opinion t h a t  a p p e l l a n t  has  f a i l e d  t o  prove a 
ha rdsh ip  w i t h i n  t h e  meaning of t h e  v a r i a n c e  c l a u s e  of t h e  Zoning 
Regulations.  I t  w a s  n o t  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h a t  unusual  cond i t ions  con- 
nec ted  wi th  t h i s  p rope r ty  prevent  i t s  u s e  f o r  t h e  zoned purpose. 
I n  f a c t ,  t h e  dwel l ing house w a s  occupied a t  t h e  d a t e  of i n s p e c t i o n  
by t h e  Board, t h u s  nega t ing  any a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h e  proper ty  cannot  
be  used f o r  i t s  zoned purpose. W e  are of t h e  opinion t h a t  even i f  
t h e  dwel l ing house were n o t  occupied,  no cond i t ion  of t h e  l o t  
i t s e l f  provides  any s t a t u t o r y  ground f o r  g r a n t i n g  a var iance .  

Although t h e  proper ty  i s  i n  c l o s e  proximity  t o  a commercially 
zoned area, w e  are & r t h e r  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of t h e  
reques ted  use  va r i ance  would s u b s t a n t i a l l y  imapir  t h e  i n t e n t ,  pur- 
pose, and i n t e g r i t y  o f  t h e  zone p lan  as embodied i n  t h e  zoning 
Regulat ions  and Map. Moreover, t h e  c l o s e  proximity t o  t h e  resi- 
d e n t i a l l y  used p rope r ty  r e n d e r s  t h e  proposed u s e  undes i reab le .  

Inasmuch as t h e  a p p e l l a n t  has  f a i l e d  t o  in t roduce  any evidence 
t h a t  w a s  n o t  o f f e r e d  a t  t h e  hear ing ,  t h e  Board cannot  g r a n t  t h e  
r e q u e s t  f o r  rehear ing .  


